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Vienna's investments further meant considerable progress in sanitary and cultural amenities for the population as a whole. The blind hatred of Vienna's bourgeois critics, which rendered all these amenities symbols of the sectional struggle, was, from the Socialist point of view, merely an argument for making those symbols as splendid as possible. To characterise the spirit of Vienna's reconstruction and of its critics at home and abroad, it is sufficient to quote one of them, as a source not likely to be biassed in favour of " Red Vienna ". cc With the proceeds of the communal building-tax the Municipality built colossal palaces, complete with every modern convenience, for the accommodation of working men . . . Elsewhere they constructed prodigalities of every kind and shape, public baths of marble and copper, laboratories, technical schools,1 psychiatric clinics, in fact- all the latest requirements of sociological and hygienic invention . . . monuments of sumptuous extravagance ".2 Such a judgment by a British apologist of the Catholic-fascist Dollfuss regime is simply a reflection of the sometimes even much more rash criticisms which were to be read day by day in the bourgeois " big press ", and it represents fairly well the spirit of those who let the guns destroy as much as they could of cc Red Vienna's " achievements.
The kernel of Vienna's municipal investment policy was the building of dwelling-houses. For, quite apart from the general tendency of all investments to promote employment, these, as we have seen,3 formed the necessary complement of all the political efforts of the Socialist party to protect the tenants from a repeal of the Rent Restriction Act. Municipal house-building was to undertake the task whose accomplishment, together with the accompanying profits, had been denied to private capitalist enterprise. The total result of the ten years of productive reconstruction allowed to the Socialist municipal government in Vienna was 60,000 flats, with accommodation for more than 200,000 people, or nearly an eighth of the city's population. During the years 1923-30, 650 million Schillings were spent on Viennese municipal housing, against only 50 millions in all the other municipalities and Provinces together.4 Private capitalist enterprise would certainly not have built more flats, and very
1 Are these, too, a kind or form of prodigalities ?
2 Gregory, op. cit., p. 166.                         * Above, pp. 268-9.
4 Of course, the need for dwelling-space was greater in Vienna than elsewhere* But the other Provinces would have had to spend at least half the Vienna amount to keep the rate proportionate to their industrial population which needed flats.
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